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SOCIAL DIMENSIONS OF COMMUNITY FESTIVALS:
AN APPLICATION OF FACTOR ANALYSIS IN THE
DEVELOPMENT OF THE SOCIAL IMPACT PERCEPTION (SIP) SCALE
KATIE SMALL
University of Western Sydney, Sydney, Australia
The increasing popularity of festivals and events, coupled with their positive and negative impacts on host
communities, has led to a growing body of research on the social impacts of festivals and events. To date,
work by several authors represents research in impact scale development specifically related to the social
impacts of festivals and events. This article reports on the scale developed by Small and Edwards in 2003,
now known as the Social Impact Perception (SIP) scale, which measures residents’ perceptions of the social
impacts resulting from community festivals. The aim of this study was to test the SIP scale using a larger
sample, allowing for further refinement of the scale using exploratory factor analysis. This research repre-
sents development of the SIP scale, and is in line with the refinement of other event impact scales, to which
factor analysis has also been applied. This represents the most recent stage of this research, which has the
aim of refining the SIP scale and identifying the underlying dimensions of the social impacts of community
festivals. Factor analysis identified six underlying dimensions of the social impacts of community festivals:
inconvenience, community identity and cohesion, personal frustration, entertainment and socialization op-
portunities, community growth and development, and behavioral consequences.
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that seek to measure residents’ perceptions of social
impacts. It is the development and further refinement
of these scales using factor analysis that helps deepen
our understanding of the social impacts of festivals and
events. By identifying the underlying dimensions of
social impacts, factor analysis helps to simplify a set of
data, allowing for easier interpretation. The findings
from such research not only advance theory in the area,
Introduction
In order to measure residents’ perceptions of the so-
cial consequences of festivals and events, research has
focused on the innovative development of empirical
scales (Delamere, 2001; Delamere, Wankel, & Hinch,
2001; Fredline, Jago, & Deery, 2003; Small & Edwards,
2003). These scales are incorporated into questionnaires
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but may also have practical use in the management of
social impacts resulting from these festivals and events.
Delamere et al. (2001) developed a Festival Social
Impact Attitude Scale (FSIAS) to be used for the mea-
surement and interpretation of residents’ perceptions
of the social impacts of community-based festivals. A
Nominal Group Technique (NGT) procedure was ini-
tially used in constructing the scale, which allowed for
the generation of a list of potential social impacts of
community festivals. This list was supplemented by
impacts identified through a review of relevant tourism
impacts literature, and was finally reviewed by an ex-
pert panel, who made some further additions. The re-
searchers conducted an initial pretest of the FSIAS us-
ing a student sample. Factor analysis, using principal
components with oblique rotation, identified two fac-
tors: social benefits of community festivals and social
costs of community festivals. Secondary factor analy-
ses identified the following subfactors: for social ben-
efits the subfactors are “community benefits” and “cul-
tural/education benefits,” and for social costs, the
subfactors are “quality of life concerns” and “commu-
nity resource concerns.”
In the second article of a two-part series, Delamere
(2001) verified and refined his FSIAS by applying it to
the Edmonton Folk Music Festival in Canada. A ques-
tionnaire was administered to selected residents of the
local population. They were asked to rate whether or not
they thought the specified impacts would occur, and fur-
thermore, what level of importance they placed on such
impacts. Factor analysis was used to refine the FSIAS
and assess the underlying dimensionality of the scale
items. As in the initial pretest, a principal components
factor analysis using oblique rotation was performed, and
identified the two factors of social costs and social ben-
efits. Secondary factor analysis in this case found that
the first factor (social benefits) had two subfactors of
“community benefits” and “individual benefits.” The
community benefits factor comprised items relating to
community image, identity, and well-being. The factor
of individual benefits dealt with experiencing new things
and having opportunities to develop new skills and tal-
ents. The second factor (social costs) did not reveal any
subfactors. The broad terminology of “social costs” is
used to explain a range of variables related to overcrowd-
ing, traffic, litter, noise, and disruption and intrusion into
the lives of local residents.
Fredline et al. (2003) developed an instrument based
on earlier work by Fredline (2000) to be used in as-
sessing the social impacts of a variety of medium to
large-scale events. A case study approach was utilized,
with three medium to large-sized events held within
Victoria, Australia, selected for the study. A question-
naire was distributed by mail to local residents within
each of the three communities in which these events
took place. Respondents were asked “to assess whether
they believe the item had changed because of the event
and to identify the direction of the change” (Fredline et
al., 2003, p. 29). If they perceived a change, they were
asked to assess how it affected both their personal qual-
ity of life and their community as a whole. The scale,
comprised of 45 impact statements, was subjected to
factor analysis using principal components analysis and
varimax rotation. The factor analysis identified six fac-
tors: social and economic development benefits, con-
cerns about justice and inconvenience, impact on pub-
lic facilities, impacts on behavior and environment,
long-term impacts on the community, and impacts on
prices of some goods and services.
Small and Edwards (2003) developed the Social
Impact Perception (SIP) scale designed to measure
residents’ perceptions of the social impacts arising
from small community festivals. A small community
festival held in the New South Wales Southern High-
lands was chosen as the case study for testing the SIP
scale. The SIP scale was piloted using the Delphi tech-
nique, which surveyed a small panel of expert mem-
bers of the community on their perceptions of the so-
cial impacts resulting from the festival. A mail
questionnaire was distributed to 32 stakeholders from
the wider community including tourism, government,
and business representatives. “The study deemed it
necessary to not only identify whether the impact had
occurred but also belief and evaluative aspects of the
perceived impacts” (Small & Edwards, 2003, p. 584).
To achieve this aim, the questionnaire asked respon-
dents to comment on three things: (1) if they perceived
the impact to have occurred, (2) if they perceived the
impact to be positive or negative, and (3) the perceived
level of the impact along a 0–5 Likert scale with 0
representing “no impact” and 5 representing a “very
large impact” (Small & Edwards, 2003). Given the
small scale of this pilot, and the small size of the Delphi
sample of 32 respondents, factor analysis was unable
to be applied to the SIP scale as part of this study.
However, “if applied to larger studies the instrument
lends itself to factor analysis” (Small & Edwards,
2003, p. 589).
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This article extends on the previous research by Small
and Edwards (2003). The SIP scale has recently been
applied in a larger study of two Australian community-
based festivals, conducted as part of a wider Ph.D. study.
The aim of this study is to refine the SIP scale using
factor analysis in order to identify the underlying di-
mensions of the social impacts of community festivals.
It is the application and results of the factor analysis
which are outlined in the remainder of the article.
Methods
Population and Sample
This research employed a case study approach to
examine the social impacts of community festivals us-
ing two Australian community-based festivals in West-
ern Australia (A) and Victoria (B). The festivals were
chosen for their similarity in festival size, community
size, attendance, duration, and theme (Table 1). It was
important that the festivals be comparable because it
was the aim of this study to aggregate the responses in
order to conduct a factor analysis.
In each community, the focus of the study was the
local resident population. Residential households were
targeted as a way of accessing individual residents. As
of June 2004, community A had an estimated resident
population of 3,972 persons (Australian Bureau of Sta-
tistics, 2004). An earlier estimate of household num-
bers for community A showed a total of 1,545 house-
holds (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2002a). The
chosen sampling frame for research within this com-
munity was a local community phonebook. Being a
country town, it was discovered that residential ad-
dresses often differed from mailing addresses. The
White Pages phone directory, which was to be the sam-
pling frame, would contain mostly residential addresses.
Sending surveys to these addresses could be consid-
ered a waste since they may not be delivered to the
desired residents. To ensure that surveys reached resi-
dents, the local community phonebook was selected as
the sampling frame. The phonebook is a yearly publi-
cation prepared by the community itself, which con-
tained a greater proportion of mailing addresses rather
than residential addresses. A total of 1,509 residential
household listings were found in the community
phonebook.
Within community B, as of June 2004, the resident
population was estimated to be 3,212 persons (Austra-
lian Bureau of Statistics, 2004). Within this commu-
nity, figures show an estimated 1,292 households (Aus-
tralian Bureau of Statistics, 2002b). After visiting this
community and talking with local residents and those
involved with the festival, some of the intricacies of
this town were revealed that would make sampling dif-
ficult. In particular, there was a high proportion of non-
permanent residents and holiday-home owners within
the area. These holiday-home owners live elsewhere
and therefore their household is left vacant for large
parts of the year. The concern was that by using the
White Pages phone directory as the sampling frame, as
was planned, surveys would be sent to households in
which no one was residing, therefore affecting the re-
sponse rates and representing a waste of research funds.
Instead, a permanent ratepayer’s list for the area was
provided by local council. This allowed the research to
more effectively target households in which residents
were living, thus helping to ensure a higher response
rate. A total of 1,098 residential household listings were
found on the ratepayer’s list.
Instrumentation
The questionnaire used in this research was con-
structed from components of several instruments. The
Table 1
Festival Profiles
Characteristics Festival A Festival B
Location Western Australia Victoria
Theme Blues music Contemporary Australian music
Duration 3 days 3 days
Number of years running 14th year 2006 10th year 2006
Local population Approx. 4,000 Approx. 3,200
Visitor numbers 3,000 tickets sold and 10,000–15,000 Approx. 8,000–10,000 over
for the free 1-day street party the weekend
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SIP scale that features within the questionnaire was
developed in a previous study by Small and Edwards
(2003). The other sections of the questionnaire were
drawn from research in the field of event impact stud-
ies, in particular from work done by Fredline (2000).
The impacts section of the questionnaire asked respon-
dents to give their opinions on 41 social impact state-
ments using the SIP scale. Respondents were instructed
to answer in their opinion (either “Yes,” “No,” or “Don’t
Know”) whether or not the stated impact occurred. Those
who answered “don’t know” were instructed to move on
to the next question. Those who answered “yes” or “no”
were asked to indicate on the scale provided, the level of
impact they believe it had. Provided in the questionnaire
was a five-part directional scale (Table 2), ranging from
–5 to +5, with 0 as the midpoint representing “no im-
pact,” 1 representing a “very small impact,” 2 represent-
ing a “small impact,” 3 representing a “moderate im-
pact,” 4 representing a “large impact,” and 5 representing
a “very large impact.” Values on the negative side of the
scale represent varying levels of negative impacts, while
values on the positive side represent varying levels of
positive impacts. The remaining sections of the ques-
tionnaire assessed demographic information, qualitative
responses, as well as a series of questions targeting inde-
pendent variables that help to explain people’s percep-
tions of impacts.
Administration and Response
There were 1,509 and 1,098 survey packets distrib-
uted to community A and community B, respectively.
Within each survey packet there were two copies of the
questionnaire and two reply paid envelopes. Two ques-
tionnaires were provided to allow for more than one
person within each household to respond, where appli-
cable. This measure was taken in an effort to increase
the response rate because of the relatively small num-
bers of people living in each of these two communities.
From a total of 3,018 questionnaires (1,509 survey
packets) sent out in community A, and 2,196 question-
naires (1,098 survey packets) sent out in community
B, 257 and 287 useable responses were received, re-
spectively. These figures represent response rates of
approximately 8.5% in community A and 13% in com-
munity B. The total number of useable responses gained
was 544.
Results
Respondent Profile
Females accounted for 56% of respondents and males
accounted for the remaining 44%. Regarding what resi-
dents did on the weekend of the festival, the results
show that 46% of respondents attended the festival, 30%
did not attend the festival, 10% were volunteering at
the festival, 9% of respondents left town for the week-
end, and 5% were working. Respondents feelings to-
wards the festival were mixed, with 44% of respon-
dents who said they love the festival, 31% who tolerate
the festival, and 25% who either dislike the festival,
stayed away during the festival, or otherwise adjusted
their lifestyle because of the festival. These results sug-
gest that it is not just those residents who attended the
festival or even just those who remained in town for
the festival weekend who responded to the question-
naire. Residents who did not attend the festival or left
town for the weekend also provided a response.
In order to gain a deeper understanding of the per-
ceived social impacts of community festivals, factor
analysis using SPSS 12.0 was applied to the 41-item
SIP scale. The data gathered from the two festivals was
aggregated in order to allow factor analysis to be con-
ducted on the overall set of responses. Factor analysis
represents a useful tool for researchers wanting to un-
derstand a large amount of data, as it reduces a large
number of variables into “a smaller, more manageable,
and interpretable number of factors” (Kachigan, 1986,
p. 379).
As the data from the SIP scale were not in a format
suitable for factor analysis they had to be recoded. The
Table 2
Social Impact Perception Scale
Impact Statement Impact Level of Impact
The footpaths and streets were Y N Don’t know –5 –4 –3 –2 –1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5
crowded during the festival
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SIP scale had a two-part response for each impact item:
part one was a “yes” or “no” response in relation to the
occurrence of an impact, and part two was a value rang-
ing between –5 and +5 representing the level of im-
pact. Similarly, two steps were involved in recoding.
First, the –5 to +5 scale was recoded. This was recoded
from 1 to 11 (Table 3), which removed any problems
associated with having negative values in the data file.
The values represented by the scale remain unchanged,
with 1 representing a very large negative impact, 6 rep-
resenting the midpoint of no impact, and 11 represent-
ing a very large positive impact.
Second, there were still issues of complexity stem-
ming from having responses in both “yes” and “no”
format, as related to the occurrence of an impact. It
was decided that recoding would be used to put all the
responses into the same format. This was achieved by
reversing all “no” responses into a “yes” response,
which also involved reversing the associated impact
ratings. Subsequently, all responses were in the form
of a “yes” response while enabling the data to still re-
tain their original meanings.
Data Screening
Data screening and the resolution of any issues
within the data set is highly recommended, and is rec-
ognized as being “fundamental to an honest analysis
of the data” (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996, p. 57). Data
screening involved the deletion of “problem cases,”
which were defined as cases with greater than 90%
missing data on the SIP scale. From the 544 useable
responses gained, a total of 42 cases were deleted,
resulting in 502 responses suitable to be factor ana-
lyzed. Two variables (“increased crime levels” and
“use of prohibited substances”) were removed from
the data set prior to factor analysis. These were con-
sidered to be “problem variables,” having greater than
50% missing data.
Also part of data screening is to determine how suit-
able the data are to be factor analyzed. A sample size of
502 cases is considered by Comrey and Lee (1992) to
be a “very good” number of useable cases. The mini-
mum requirement for factor analysis is typically a ratio
of five cases to one variable (Gardner, 2005); there-
fore, a ratio of approximately 13 cases to one variable
demonstrates the suitability of this data set for factor
analysis. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling
adequacy was 0.884, which is better than the 0.6 re-
quired for good factor analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell,
1996). Measures of sampling adequacy (MSA) for in-
dividual variables were also examined, and all satisfied
the recommended value of greater than 0.6 (Gardner,
2005). It was decided that missing data would be dealt
with by using pairwise deletion.
Type of Extraction
It was decided, since the purpose of the factor analy-
sis was to identify the dimensions underlying the set of
social impact variables, that common factor analysis
would be employed. Common factor analysis is the
technique best suited to identifying underlying factors
or dimensions that summarize an original set of vari-
ables (Gardner, 2005; Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black,
1998). In contrast, principal components analysis is used
more for data summarization and reduction (Hair et al.,
1998).
Determining the Number of Factors to Retain
Using Kaiser’s stopping rule to identify factors with
eigenvalues greater than 1, the initial extraction identi-
fied seven factors. Following this initial estimate, the
scree plot was inspected, and it was decided to exam-
ine a number of trial solutions. It is suggested to exam-
ine factor solutions with one less, and also one or two
more factors than were initially derived (Gardner, 2005;
Hair et al., 1998). Five-, six-, and seven-factor solu-
tions were examined and the final choice for the num-
ber of factors to retain used a combination of decision
rules. The percentage of variance explained by the fac-
tor solution was considered, which requires a balance
Table 3
Scale Recoding
Level of Impact
Original coding –5 –4 –3 –2 –1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5
Recoding 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
50 SMALL
between explaining the greatest amount of variance
possible, and doing so with the fewest number of fac-
tors (Kachigan, 1986). Additionally, the factor solutions
were examined for the best simple structure, consider-
ing a factor structure to be simple where, “each vari-
able loads heavily on one and only one factor” (Garson,
2004, p. 19).
After examining and comparing each of the differ-
ent factor solutions, and using the aforementioned de-
cision rules, a decision was made for a six-factor solu-
tion, explaining 60.3% of variance.
Rotation of Factors
“Rotation techniques redefine the factors in order to
make sharper distinctions in the meanings of the fac-
tors” (Kachigan, 1986, p. 390). The two approaches to
rotation are orthogonal and oblique methods. Where
simple structure cannot be achieved using orthogonal
rotation, it is useful to try oblique rotation to achieve
simple structure (Thompson, 2004). Unlike orthogo-
nal rotation, “oblique rotations allow correlated factors
instead of maintaining independence between the ro-
tated factors” (Hair et al., 1998, p. 110). In situations
where the researcher believes that their items are cor-
related, the underlying factors are likely to be similarly
correlated, and therefore an oblique rotation may be
appropriate (Child, 1970). Oblique rotation, using the
direct oblimon approach, was used in this study be-
cause of the assumed relatedness of the social impact
items, and therefore the assumed correlations between
the underlying factors.
Factor Interpretation and Naming
Factor loadings were used in the interpretation and
naming of the factors. Factor loadings represent “the
degree to which each of the variables correlates with
each of the factors” (Kachigan, 1986, p. 384). It is the
variables with the highest loadings on a factor that pro-
vide the greatest value in the interpretation and naming
of a factor (Kachigan, 1986). As a guide to the inter-
pretation of factor loadings, it is recommended that only
variables with loadings of 0.32 and above be interpreted
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). There were four items
that did not load onto any factor and, as such, were
deleted from the analysis. The variables that failed to
load were those that discussed the range of goods and
service available, the price of goods and services, in-
creased trade, and the level of police presence. The re-
maining 35 items in the SIP scale are explained by the
following six factors, shown in Table 4.
Factor 1, “inconvenience,” explained 28.69% of vari-
ance. This factor represents the issues related to the
hosting of a festival that inconvenience members of the
local community. These include issues of traffic con-
gestion, difficulties finding car parking, having roads
closed, and having the streets and facilities crowded
during the time of the festival. Increased noise levels
and litter are also considered by residents to be sources
of inconvenience.
Factor 2, “community identity and cohesion,” ex-
plained 18.9% of variance. This factor relates to im-
pacts resulting from the festival that allow community
members to feel a sense of identity and connectedness.
Feelings of togetherness and a sense of ownership of
the festival instill feelings of pride in local residents.
This pride is also related to the fact that they are put-
ting on display the uniqueness of their community. It is
these things that allow local community members to
develop a sense of identity.
Factor 3, “personal frustration,” explained 4.6% of
variance. This factor identifies the impacts that person-
ally affect local residents. In particular, these impacts
relate to the frustration felt by residents resulting from
having more visitors in their community. Residents feel
as though they take second place to visitors and get
frustrated because their everyday routines are disrupted.
This factor also considers the avoidance of the festival
by locals.
Factor 4, “entertainment and socialization opportu-
nities,” explained 3.4% of variance. This factor identi-
fies the opportunities that residents gain as a result of
hosting a festival, as related to entertainment opportu-
nities and social interaction. These opportunities include
meeting new people and interacting on a social level,
but also having opportunities for interacting and shar-
ing experiences with family members, and being able
to host family and friends during the festival.
Factor 5, “community growth and development,”
explained 2.8% of variance. This factor summarizes the
skill development and other opportunities provided to
the community as a result of the festival, which allows
the community to grow and develop. Community mem-
bers are able to develop new skills and are presented
with job opportunities as a result of hosting the festi-
val. Further community development also results from
the opportunities provided to community groups for
fundraising and collaboration in staging the festival.
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Factor 6, “behavioral consequences,” explained 1.9%
of variance. This factor recognizes the behavioral con-
sequences that residents perceive to result from the
hosting of a festival. Variables in this factor include
underage drinking, delinquent behavior, and vandal-
ism.
Split Loadings
While this six-factor solution was chosen for its good
simple structure, there are two items that have split load-
ings, meaning that they load onto more than one factor
(Gardner, 2005). As these items had loadings greater
than 0.32 they can be interpreted (Tabachnick & Fidell,
1996), and can be considered as items that are more
complex in their meaning that fit into, and contribute
to the interpretation of more than one factor.
More visitors in the community is the first item that
has a split loading. It loads onto both factor 3 “personal
frustration” (0.42) and factor 4 “entertainment and so-
cialization opportunities” (0.39). The reasoning behind
this is that having more visitors in the community is
seen by some residents as a negative, but by others as a
positive. Based on those who see more visitors as a
Table 4
Factor Loadings for the SIP Scale Using Principal Axis Factoring
Item F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 h2
Increased traffic 0.88 — — — — — 0.83
Difficulty finding parking 0.83 — — — — — 0.76
Increased noise levels 0.70 — — — — — 0.75
Crowding in local facilities 0.69 — — — — — 0.52
Crowded streets 0.63 — — — — — 0.71
Increased litter 0.60 — — — — 0.33 0.74
Road closures 0.50 — — — — — 0.64
Enhanced community identity — 0.81 — — — — 0.65
Increased pride in the town — 0.78 — — — — 0.64
Shows the community as unique — 0.75 — — — — 0.63
Community ownership of the festival — 0.74 — — — — 0.56
Positive cultural impact — 0.70 — — — — 0.66
Togetherness within the community — 0.68 — — — — 0.64
Enjoyed having visitors — 0.40 — — — — 0.31
Creates an image to encourage tourism — 0.36 — — — — 0.44
Frustration with visitors — — 0.83 — — — 0.72
Locals avoided the festival — — 0.81 — — — 0.65
Locals take second place to visitors — — 0.63 — — — 0.55
Disruption to normal routines — — 0.59 — — — 0.57
More visitors to the community — — 0.42 0.39 — — 0.59
Entertainment opportunities — — — 0.71 — — 0.49
Opportunities for social interaction — — — 0.70 — — 0.53
Meet new people — — — 0.64 — — 0.46
Shared family experiences — — — 0.61 — — 0.45
Cultural experiences — — — 0.61 — — 0.45
Diverse range of locals attended — — — 0.50 — — 0.39
Host family and friends — — — 0.49 — — 0.33
Develop new skills — — — — 0.78 — 0.62
Job opportunities — — — — 0.71 — 0.49
Fundraising opportunities — — — — 0.63 — 0.53
Display musical talents — — — — 0.61 — 0.51
Community groups work together — — — — 0.38 — 0.54
Vandalism increased — — — — — 0.80 0.92
Delinquent behavior — — — — — 0.78 0.91
Underage drinking — — — — — 0.77 0.88
Variance explained 28.7% 18.9% 4.6% 3.4% 2.8% 1.9%
Factor labels: F1: Inconvenience; F2: Community Identity and Cohesion; F3: Personal Frustration; F4: En-
tertainment and Socialization Opportunities; F5: Community Growth and Development; F6: Behavioral Con-
sequences. Communalities: h2.
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negative, this variable loads onto factor 3. The pres-
ence of increased visitors is the cause of resident frus-
tration and the source of disruption to their everyday
lives. However, based on those who see more visitors
as a positive impact, this variable also loads onto factor
4. Here more visitors are recognized as being related to
opportunities for meeting new people and having so-
cial interactions.
Litter is the second item with a split loading, loading
onto both factor 1 “inconvenience” (0.60), and factor 6
“behavioral consequences” (0.33). This is explained by
the fact that while litter represents an inconvenience to
local residents, the act of littering is a negative behav-
ior, which therefore fits into factor 6 with other nega-
tive behaviors such as underage drinking and vandal-
ism.
Reliability Analysis
“Reliability and factor analysis are complimentary
procedures in scale construction and definition”
(Coakes & Steed, 2003, p. 157). Therefore, for each
factor, Cronbach’s alpha was examined as a measure
of internal consistency. The high alpha values for each
factor indicate good internal consistency among the
items, meaning they produce a reliable scale (Coakes
& Steed, 2003) as demonstrated in Table 5. Cronbach’s
alpha was also calculated for the entire 35-item SIP
scale, with a value of 0.924.
Discussion
In making comparisons between the six factors pro-
posed in this research and the factors identified by
Delamere (2001) and Fredline et al. (2003), some simi-
larities can be identified. These are presented in Table
6 and are discussed below.
The factors of “inconvenience” and “personal frustra-
tion” identified in this research have similarities with
Delamere’s (2001) factor termed “social costs of com-
munity festivals.” Delamere’s social costs factor also rec-
ognizes the inconvenience and frustration that residents
experience as a result of having their normal routines
disrupted by the presence of increased visitors. The “com-
munity identity and cohesion” factor identified in this
study is similar to Delamere’s social benefits subfactor
“community benefits.” The “community growth and de-
velopment” factor identified here is similar to what
Delamere refers to as “individual benefits.” This is the
second of Delamere’s social benefits subfactors, and iden-
tifies the opportunities for learning and developing new
skills and talents as a result of a festival.
There are also similarities between three of the fac-
tors identified in this study and those identified by
Fredline et al. (2003). The first factor, “inconvenience”
has similarities with the factor Fredline et al. termed
“concerns about injustice and inconvenience.” These
both touch on issues related to noise, traffic conges-
tion, and parking difficulties. There are also parallels
between the “entertainment and socialization opportu-
nities” factor from this research, and that which Fredline
et al. term “social and economic development benefits.”
While the economic impacts in Fredline et al.’s factor
do not have a parallel in the factor identified in this
research, there are some similar entertainment and so-
Table 5
Reliability Statistics
Factor Cronbach’s Alpha
Inconvenience 0.940
Community identity and cohesion 0.883
Personal frustration 0.870
Entertainment and socialization opportunities 0.811
Community growth and development 0.843
Behavioral consequences 0.968
Table 6
Factor Comparisons
Small (This Study) Delamere (2001) Fredline et al. (2003)
Inconvenience Social costs of community festivals Concerns about justice and inconvenience
Community identity and cohesion Community benefits —
Personal frustration Social costs of community festivals —
Entertainment and socialization opportunities — Social and economic development benefits
Community growth and development Individual benefits —
Behavioral consequences — Impacts on behavior and environment
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cial benefits such as meeting new people and sharing
family experiences. There is also a likeness between
the sixth factor in this study, “behavioral consequences,”
and Fredline et al.’s “impacts on behavior and environ-
ment” factor. Again, while the environmental impacts
included in Fredline et al.’s factor do not relate, the
behavioral impacts are very similar. These refer to is-
sues such as delinquent behavior and drinking.
It appears that the differences in the results of these
three studies may be representative of the differences
in the sets of items measured. While this and previous
research by the author is more similar to Delamere’s
(2001) work, in that it focuses on the social impacts of
community-based festivals, it has more differences with
Fredline et al.’s (2003) study, given their focus on me-
dium to large-scale events. The different range of so-
cial impacts measured in each of these studies may be
one reason why the resulting factors are different. That
is, the factors can only be derived from, and be repre-
sentative of, the initial set of items from which they
were extracted. So where different studies use a differ-
ent range of impact items, the resulting factors are likely
to differ for this reason.
The six factors of “inconvenience,” “community
identity and cohesion,” “personal frustration,” “enter-
tainment and socialization opportunities,” “community
growth and development,” and “behavioral conse-
quences” provide a useful structure for analyzing the
social impacts resulting from community festivals. This
six-factor structure can be used by event organizers to
examine a range of social impacts that may result from
the staging of their festival.
Further examination of the six factors suggests that
there are certain types of impacts that are experienced
on a personal level, while other types of impacts are
perceived to affect the community in general. Impacts
that are felt at a personal level include the three factors
of “inconvenience,” “personal frustration,” and “enter-
tainment and socialization opportunities.” Those that
have a community-level impact include the three fac-
tors of “community cohesion and identity,” “commu-
nity growth and development,” and “behavioral conse-
quences.” This distinction may be important to event
organizers, providing insight into the types of impacts
that are experienced on a personal level by community
members, and those that have an impact on the com-
munity as a whole.
Findings from this and previous research (Small &
Edwards, 2003) suggest that the same impact can be
perceived in different ways by different people. For
example the item “more visitors in the community”
loaded on both factors 3 and 4, indicating that some
residents perceive that more visitors can lead to oppor-
tunities for socialization and interaction, while others
perceive that negative outcomes will result from hav-
ing more people around. This supports the findings of
Small and Edwards (2003), who previously found that
consensus is not always achieved with respect to the
nature of impacts on residents. This nonconsensus sug-
gests that it is important to recognize that people can
perceive the same impacts as having different effects
and that care should be taken when making statements
about the social impacts arising from festivals (Small,
Edwards, & Sheridan, 2005).
Consequently, the six dimensions underlying the
social impacts of community festivals have not been
labeled as either positive or negative in nature. This
was done to allow for the possibility that social im-
pacts can have both positive and negative qualities,
depending on how residents perceive the impacts to
affect themselves and their communities. This is evi-
denced by the item “more visitors to the community,”
which some residents perceive to have positive out-
comes related to entertainment and socialization, but
which others perceive to have negative outcomes, re-
lated to the disruption to their everyday lives. An as-
sumption could be made that if this item has both posi-
tive and negative qualities, there is also the possibility
that other impacts may exhibit these dual dimensions.
Finally, consideration needs to be given to the six
items that were deleted from the factor analysis. First,
they may represent impacts that were not relevant to
the communities being studied. Second, residents, for
a number of reasons, may have been unable to make a
judgment on the occurrence of these impacts. Third,
these variables may well have formed an additional fac-
tor had there been more items included in the question-
naire that targeted the same dimension. Such issues rep-
resent areas for future research that can be addressed
through further development of the SIP scale.
Conclusions and Implications
Among event organizers and researchers, there is a
growing recognition of the need to measure the social
impacts that festivals and events have on their host com-
munities. Recognizing the relationship between com-
munity satisfaction and the long-term sustainability of
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an event, a growing body of research on the social im-
pacts of festivals and events has followed. This research
has contributed to the SIP scale, specifically designed
to measure the social impacts of community festivals,
and has now further refined the scale using factor analy-
sis.
Refinement of the SIP scale using factor analysis has
helped simplify a large amount of variables into a
smaller number of factors. Factor analysis identified
inconvenience, community identity and cohesion, per-
sonal frustration, entertainment and socialization op-
portunities, community growth and development, and
behavioral consequences as the six dimensions under-
lying the social impacts of community festivals. This
research deepens our understanding of this topic area
by replacing the complexity of a large range of social
impact variables with a six-factor structure that sum-
marizes the social impacts resulting from community
festivals.
The findings from this research not only advance
theory in the area, but may also have practical use in
the planning and management of future festivals. Event
organizers and stakeholders require knowledge of the
impacts a festival is having on its host community. By
contributing a six-factor structure that summarizes what
residents perceive to be the social impacts of a com-
munity festival, the SIP scale may be of use in the man-
agement of social impacts resulting from festivals and
events. Event organizers can use this structure to ex-
amine which of the dimensions of social impacts are
occurring as a result of their festival. In addition to pro-
posing these six factors, this research also provides
evidence for there being certain types of impacts that
are experienced on a personal level, while others have
more effect on the community as a whole. This pro-
vides additional information to event organizers and
evaluators about what type of impacts are personally
affecting members of the community, and those affect-
ing the community as a whole. This distinction will be
important in the planning and implementation of strat-
egies to either encourage positive impacts or minimize
negative impacts in the planning of future festivals.
The SIP scale also helps to establish the value of so-
cial impacts in communities, which can inform policy
making regarding the type of event most likely to en-
hance the social quality of a community. This is an
important consideration in developing a new festival,
or modifying an existing festival so that it contributes
the greatest social benefits to the host community.
The SIP scale will be further developed and tested in
ongoing research by the author but other researchers
are also invited to test the SIP scale in further empirical
research. Future applications of the SIP scale to a broad
range of community festivals will enable research on
measuring the social impacts of community festivals
to be advanced. It is not expected, however, that the
impact statements that make up the SIP scale will be
generic to other festivals. On the contrary, it will be
necessary to select the range of social impacts that are
specific and relevant to the community under study.
Continued applications of the SIP scale will serve to
identify any similarities or differences in the underly-
ing dimensions of social impacts resulting from com-
munity festivals across different communities. It is im-
portant to note, however, that the factors can only be
derived from, and be representative of, the initial set of
items from which they were extracted. So where dif-
ferent studies use a different range of impact items, the
resulting factors are likely to differ for this reason.
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